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Rezumat
Moldova in cautarea unei lingua comuna:
spre o enuntare a problemei

Acest articol prezintd rezultatele preliminare ale pri-
mei etape a proiectului de cercetare ,,Populatia rusolingva
a Republicii Moldova si limba roménd”. Prin ,,populatie ru-
solingvd” intelegem minoritatile etnice ale térii, in primul
rand rusii, ucrainenii, bulgarii si gigduzii. Prima etapd a
acestui proiect se concentreazd pe ucrainenii din Bulaies-
ti (satul Buldiesti este situat in raionul Orhei; de aproape
doudzeci de ani se fac studii de amploare asupra ucraine-
nilor din Buldiesti, ale caror rezultate au fost rezumate in-
tr-o monografie publicati anul trecut). In prezent, in satul
Bulaiesti, persoanele sub 40 de ani si mai ales sub 30 de
ani, pot, de obicei, si comunice in limba roméani, fie, in
cel mai rau caz, sa inteleaga limba roména vorbita. Adica
sunt, intr-o oarecare misura, trilingve. In ciuda sporirii re-
marcate a cunostintelor limbii roméne in randul ucraine-
nilor din Buldiesti, in general, implicarea lor in cultura
romana aproape ca nu s-a mdrit. Aproape nimeni din sat
nu priveste filme sau emisiuni TV in limba romana, si
nu citeste carti sau mass-media. Masura in care Buldies-
tiul reflecta situatia intregii populatii de limba rusa a ta-
rii necesitd cercetéri separate. Dar dacd aceasta reflecta cu
acuratete tendinta principald, reiese ca populatiile de limba
rusa si romana din Republica Moldova, comunicand for-
mal destul de strans, diverg tot mai mult in ,,lumi paralele”
la un nivel mai profund. Acest lucru este agravat de fap-
tul ca un numar tot mai mare de tineri vorbitori de limba
romana cunoaste rdu limba rusa sau nu o cunoaste deloc.

Cuvinte-cheie: minorititi etnice, limba roméina,
ucraineni, gagiuza, Republica Moldova.

Pesrome
Monnosa B nouckax lingua comuna:
K IIOCTaHOBKe MPO06/IeMbl

B crarpe msmaratorcsA pesynbTaThl IEPBOTO 3Tama
UCCIIEOBATENIBCKOTO MIPOEKTa «PyCcCKOsA3bIYHOE Hacete-
Hie Pecriy6nukyu MonpoBa M pyMbIHCKMIT s3bIKk». ITop
«PYCCKOA3BIYHBIM HacCe/leHMeM» Mbl IIOfpa3yMeBaeM
9THUYECKIE MEHBUIVHCTBA CTPAHBI, B IIEPBYI0 OUYEPENb:
PYCCKMX, yKpauHLeB, 6ojrap, raraysos. IlepBbiii aram
MCCTeIOBaHNs KOHIIEHTPUPYETCs Ha OY/MaelITCKUX YKpa-
nHuax (cemo Bymaemts (pym. Buldesti) pacnonosxeno B
OpxelickoM paitoHe; MacIITabHbIe MCCIeRoBaHNUs Oya-
ELITCKIX YKPAMHI[EB BENYTCS yXKe IOYTY [BAJLATD JIET,
UX pe3yabrarhl 6bUIM 060OI[EHBI B BBIIIEAIIE B MPO-
1UIOM TOofy MoHorpadum). B Hacrosiiee Bpems B cere
BynaemmTsl monu B Bo3pacte fo 40 jeT, Kak IpaBuUIo,
MOryT b0 0bIaTbCs Ha PYMBIHCKOM s3bIKe, 160, B
XyAlIeM CIydae, IOHMMATb PYMBIHCKYIO pedb, TO €CTh
OHI B TOJ VI MHOI Mepe TPUIMHIBAIbHBL. TeM He Me-
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Hee, HeCMOTPS Ha OTMEYEHHBIN POCT 3HAHUA PYMBIHCKO-
To A3bIKa Cpefy yKpauHIeB bymaelrt, B 1ie0M, OFHAKO,
UX BOBJIEYEHHOCTb B PYMBIHCKYIO KY/IbTYpPy IOYTM He
yBemmuuaach. IIpakTu4ecku HUKTO B cele He CMOTPUT
GWIBMBL WM TeNlellepefiayyt Ha PYMBIHCKOM fA3BIKe, He
yyuraeT KHuru wim nyomukanuy B CMV. BuracHenue
TOTO, B KaKOJ CTeleHM BymaelTsl oTpa’kaloT pycCKoOs-
3bIYHOE HaceJIeHVIe CTPAHBI B LIeJIOM, TpebyeT OT/eNbHOr0
uccnegoBannus. Ho ecu 3To TOUHO OTpa’kaeT OCHOBHYIO
TEHJIEHIIVIO, TO ITONTy4aeTCs, YTO MPEeICTaBUTENM PYCCKO-
SI3BIYHOTO ¥ PYMBIHOSI3BIYHOTO Hace/eHusi Pecy6mykn
MornpoBa, ¢hopmanbHO O6UIAOIMECS JOBOIBHO TECHO,
Ha 6ostee ITy6OOKOM YpOBHE BCe SBCTBEHHEE PaCXOfATCA
B «IIapaJUIeNIbHbIe MUPBI». ITO YCYTYOIIeTCS TEM, UTO BCe
6o7Iblllee YMCTIO PYMBIHOS3BIYHOI MOTOLEXKM IJIOXO BJIa-
TeeT PYCCKUM A3bIKOM VIV COBCEM He 3HAET €TO0.
KnroueBble cm0OBa: 3THMYECKME MEHBIIVMHCTBA, PY-
MBIHCKWII A3BIK, YKpauHIIbL, raray3ssl, Pecrryomka Monposa.

Summary
Moldova in quest of a lingua comuna:
to the problem statement

The article presents the preliminary results of the first
stage of the research project “Russian-speaking population
of the Republic of Moldova and the Romanian language”
By “Russian-speaking” population we mean the ethnic mi-
norities of the country, primarily: Russians, Ukrainians,
Bulgarians, Gagauz. The first step of the project concen-
trates on the Bulaestian Ukrainians (the village of Bulaesti
(Romanian: Buldesti) is located in the Orhei district; large-
scale studies of the Bulaestian Ukrainians have been con-
ducted for almost twenty years, the results of which were
summarized in a monograph published last year). Now-
adays in Bulaesti village people under 40 years old, and
especially under 30, can usually either communicate in
Romanian or, at worst, understand Romanian speech. That
is, they are trilingual to some extent. Despite the noted in-
crease in knowledge of the Romanian language among the
Ukrainians of Bulaesti, in general, however, their involve-
ment in Romanian culture has hardly increased. No one
in the village watches films or TV in Romanian, or reads
books or media. To what extent Bulaesti reflects the Rus-
sian-speaking population of the country as a whole requires
a special study. But if it accurately reflects the main trend, it
turns out that the Russian-speaking and Romanian-speak-
ing populations of the Republic of Moldova, formally com-
municating quite closely, are increasingly diverging into
“parallel worlds” at a deeper level. This is aggravated by
the fact that an increasing number of Romanian-speaking
youth have little or no knowledge of Russian.

Key words: ethnic minorities, Romanian language,
Ukrainians, Gagauz, Republic of Moldova.
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The purpose of this article is to offer the first
steps towards a very interesting and socially import-
ant topic. Actually, the author is only trying to give a
statement of the problem.

The article in general presents the preliminary
results of the first (and, partially, of the second one)
stage of the research project “Russian-speaking pop-
ulation of the Republic of Moldova and the Roma-
nian language”. Based on the results of the project,
a series of articles with the general title “Moldovan
society in search of a lingua comuna” is planned.

The object of this first stage of the research is the
Bulaestian Ukrainians (and of the second one is the
Russian-speaking population of the Gagauzia).

The Ukrainian village of Bulaesti (Romanian:
Buldesti) is located in the Orhei district of the Re-
public of Moldova. Large-scale interjdisciplinary
research on the Bulaestian Ukrainians has been con-
ducted for almost twenty years, the results of which
were summarized in a monograph published this
year (Pomanuyk 2024).

The Bulaestian Ukrainians are the bearers of a
local Ukrainian dialect, but at the same time they
are also part of an ethnocultural and ethnopolitical
community of a higher level, a community called
the “Russian-speaking population of the Republic of
Moldova”

“Russian-speaking population of the Republic of
Moldova” actually means all ethnic minorities of the
country, and first of all: Russians, Ukrainians, Bul-
garians, Gagauz.

The very concept of “Russian-speaking Repub-
lics of Moldova” became widely used in scientific
literature, perhaps, after the publication in 1998 of
the monograph “Identity in Formation: the Rus-
sian-Speaking Populations in the Near Abroad” by
the famous American political scientist and sociol-
ogist David Laitin (Laitin 1998) - the author of the
international research project “National Processes,
Language Relations and Identity”, which was imple-
mented, among other things, in the Republic of Mol-
dova (Ocramnenko et al. 2012: 9).

According to the annotation (the book itself,
unfortunately, remained unavailable to me), in
this monograph “Laitin concludes that the ‘Rus-
sian-speaking population’ is a new category of iden-
tity in the post-Soviet world. This conglomerate
identity of those who share a language is analogous,
Laitin suggests, to such designations as ‘Palestin-
ian’ in the Middle East and ‘Hispanic in the United
States” (Laitin 1998).

However, here it is more likely that D. Laitin in-
troduced into scientific circulation a term that arose
spontaneously and became quite widespread (at least

in the Republic of Moldova) in political journalism
in the first half of the 1990s (if not in the late 1980s).

The logic of such a general concept as “Rus-
sian-speaking population of the Republic of Moldo-
va” is quite clear. It is the Russian language, since the
times of the Russian Empire and the USSR, that has
served and continues to serve for all ethnic groups of
the Republic of Moldova as a language of interethnic
communication, and a language of education, and in
some cases, for some representatives of the Ukrai-
nians, Bulgarians or Gagauz, it even displaces their
native language.

I will cite here some results of recent ethnosocio-
logical studies concerning the Gagauz. The Gagauz,
including as speakers of a language that is particu-
larly different from Russian (unlike the Ukrainian
or Bulgarian ones), are especially noteworthy in this
regard.

Thus, “the majority of Gagauz, including women,
knew both the Gagauz and Russian languages well,
and the use of Russian remains more widespread.
According to a 2018 study, 74% of women and 77%
of men had a good command of the Gagauz language
(thought in the language and spoke it fluently), while
94% and 95%, respectively, spoke Russian <...>. The
2018 survey materials also indicate that both women
and men use Russian more often during communi-
cation. Thus, 72% of women and 73% of men spoke
it, and 51% and 49%, respectively, spoke Gagauz.
When watching TV, the Russian language was used
even more actively: 93% of women watched pro-
grams in Russian and only 25% in Gagauz, among
men, respectively, 89% and 24% (including people
who use both languages) <...>. More than a third of
respondents (34% of men and 36% of women) would
like their children to study in school in the Gagauz
language. 83% of women and 77% of men, respec-
tively, spoke in favor of Russian” (Cy66oTuHa at al.
2021: 19).

While conducting (within the framework of the
project “Russian-speaking population of the Repub-
lic of Moldova and the Romanian language”) field
research in Comrat (December 13-22, 2024), I had
the opportunity to see that the situation today has
remained similar, despite the targeted policy of the
Gagauz authorities in recent years to expand the use
of the Gagauz language (a corresponding law with
this name was even adopted). A significant part of
the Gagauz respondents who took part in the sur-
vey (Gagauzia is a very multi-ethnic region (in addi-
tion to the Gagauz, Bulgarians should be especially
singled out here), and representatives of all ethnic
groups inhabiting it took part in the survey) indi-
cated that, although both parents are Gagauz, in the
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family they speak (or predominantly speak) Russian.

The reasons for this situation deserve special
discussion, and, as it seems to me, it would be wrong
to try to reduce them only to the policy of Russifica-
tion in Soviet times. Without trying to give a detailed
and exhaustive explanation here, I would like to draw
attention primarily to two circumstances.

Firstly, to the fact that Comrat (where the Rus-
sification of the Gagauz is especially strong) was
from the very beginning an extremely multi-ethnic
city. And, accordingly, its residents, including the
Gagauz, needed a certain lingua franca for mutual
communication (some of the respondents drew at-
tention to this circumstance). The Russian language
became such a lingua franca.

Secondly (and this reason is also much more
complex and requires a separate study), it seems that
we can talk about the special plasticity of the Gagauz
in ethno-linguistic processes, their high readi-
ness (higher than that of other ethnic groups with
which they are in the process of interaction) to adapt
and perceive other languages (in this regard, the
Gagauz, in my opinion, are very similar to the Ro-
manian-speaking Moldovans). A good illustration
is the situation to which G. N. Mutaf (Head of the
Department of “Gagauz Philology” at Comrat State
University) drew my attention during an in-depth in-
terview, formulating its essence in a humorous (and,
naturally, somewhat exaggerating the reality) phrase:
“If a Bulgarian woman marries a Gagauz, then the
entire family of this Gagauz immediately begins to
learn Bulgarian” (interview from 13.12.2024, Com-
rat).

It seems that this is the very case when there is
only a grain of a joke in a joke.

And, in confirmation, it can be noted that, in-
deed, among the participants of the survey there
were several people from mixed Bulgarian-Gagauz
families, and almost all of them indicated either Rus-
sian, or Bulgarian, or “Russian and Bulgarian” as the
language in which communication takes place in the
family.

That is, in interethnic Gagauz-Bulgarian mar-
riages, and even (or perhaps even especially) in the
case of a Gagauz man and a Bulgarian woman (and
despite the machismo characteristic of the Gagauz
culture and the generally high degree of authoritar-
ianism of Gagauz men; as one of the respondents
(Russian) reported, she would not want her daugh-
ter to marry a Gagauz precisely because of their au-
thoritarianism in family relations), in most cases it
is the Bulgarian language that becomes the language
of communication of these emerging Gagauz-Bul-
garian families. The picture, as it seems, is very in-

teresting and potentially very promising in scientific
terms.

However, the observations presented here re-
garding Gagauz-Bulgarian interethnic interactions
should be regarded only as purely preliminary and
requiring verification on a significantly larger sample.

Returning to the main point, that is, to the
Russian language and Russian-speaking people as a
phenomenon, let us generalize: be that as it may, it
is clear that today for the same Gagauz, the Russian
language is more than just one of the languages they
speak. Today, this is actually clearly felt well by the
Gagauz themselves at the level of self-identification.
As poet Petr Chebotar once remarked, the Gagauz
identity reflects a mix of regional influences (Roma-
nian, Turkish), yet is ultimately shaped by a deep af-
finity with Russian culture (I'y6orno 2003: 6).

Even allowing for poetic exaggeration, this ob-
servation should still be recognized as reflecting re-
ality. And, perhaps, with certain nuances, it will be
true for other large (and even more so - small) eth-
nic minorities of the Republic of Moldova — Ukraini-
ans and Bulgarians. With regard to the Ukrainians of
the Republic of Moldova, the situation is also signifi-
cantly influenced by the fact that Ukrainian villages
here arose at different times, and as a result of migra-
tions from different parts of the territory that only
later became Ukraine. Accordingly, the population
of at least some of these Ukrainian villages did not
have a Ukrainian ethnic identity at all until the sec-
ond half of the last century (like the same residents of
Bulaesti — who were already registered as Ukrainians
by the Soviet authorities) (Pomanuyk 2024: 14-15).
Today, the majority of Ukrainians in the Republic of
Moldova do not identify themselves with Ukraine
at all, even despite the fact that in recent decades
Ukraine has been pursuing a targeted policy of, fig-
uratively speaking, “Ukrainization of Ukrainians in
the Republic of Moldova” through the opening of
Ukrainian schools and various educational and cul-
tural programs.

As for the Russians of the Republic of Moldova,
it is significant that today they too are in fact the re-
sult of interethnic mixing and local cultural process-
es that have been going on for many decades. A good
reflection of this fact is that “<...> of the total num-
ber of Russian young people surveyed in 1997, only
a third came from homogeneous Russian families.
The rest were representatives of families in which
only one of the parents was Russian” (Octanesko et
al. 2012: 137). A similar result was shown by a later
ethnosociological study: “In 2003, three out of four
marriages concluded by Russians were already inter-
ethnic” (Ocranenko et al. 2012: 129).
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It is also extremely significant (and I would like
to especially emphasize this) that “in this republic
(that is, in the Republic of Moldova. — A.R.) Russians
more often entered into mixed marriages not with
Moldovans, but with representatives of other nation-
alities, as a rule, with Ukrainians and Belarusians”
(Ocranenko et al. 2012: 129). Apparently, the like
really does attract the like.

That is, the Russian-speaking population of the
Republic of Moldova is united into a common whole
not only by the Russian language.

Thus, as can be seen, the Russian-speaking
population of the Republic of Moldova as a certain
community, covering all ethnic minorities of the
country, is not a scientific construct, but an objec-
tive ethnopolitical, ethnocultural and ethnolinguis-
tic reality. I would like to emphasize that this is also
an ethnopolitical reality. The political interests of the
entire Russian-speaking population of the Repub-
lic of Moldova are quite close, and at their center
is the preservation of friendly relations with Russia
and the preservation of Moldovan statehood. As is
well known (and no matter how paradoxical it may
seem), the greatest champions of Moldovan inde-
pendence and patriots of Moldovan statehood are
precisely the Russian-speaking population of the
Republic of Moldova. That is, the Russian-speaking
population of the Republic of Moldova is an example
of what, following A. Lijphart, is commonly called
the “political segment” of specific societies. This is
exactly how it was previously proposed to consider
the Russian-speaking population of the Republic of
Moldova (Pomanuyk 2012: 18). And, apparently, for
Gagauz it was precisely the fact that they were part
of this larger political segment, which had a signifi-
cantly higher economic, political, social and cultural
potential, that became the sought-after (Boporosuu
at al. 2009: 92), and a very significant factor that al-
lowed them to achieve political autonomy.

Thus, Bulaestian Ukrainians are also part of this
ethnopolitical, ethnocultural and ethnolinguistic re-
ality. By the way, in the recent presidential elections,
in the second round, they unanimously (more than
95%) voted for a candidate of Gagauz origin.

Today, all Bulaestian Ukrainians, besides their
native dialect, speak Russian also, and it occupies a
very significant (and, what is remarkable, still grow-
ing) niche in their sociolinguistic background. The
main factor in the spread of the Russian language
among Bulaestian Ukrainians was the Russian
school, which has been functioning in Bulaesti since
the middle of the last century. What is remarkable:
although the Russian school has been functioning
for more than 70 years, the prevalence of the Rus-

sian language, the degree of Russification of Bulaes-
tian Ukrainians increased quite sharply, by leaps
and bounds, already in the 1990s and especially in
the 2000s. That is, after the collapse of the USSR and
in the conditions of the existence of an independent
state of the Republic of Moldova.

In other words, there is a significant time lag,
actually four generations, between the moment of
opening of a Russian school in the village and the
moment of a sharp increase in Russification of the
Bulaestian Ukrainians.

What is this time lag connected with? Is it not
some kind of constant of ethno-linguistic interac-
tions (not necessarily the indicated duration of four
generations)? And why did the acceleration of Rus-
sification paradoxically occur in the period after the
collapse of the USSR (that is, after the disappearance
of that most powerful political factor that was the
key driver of Russification)? Apparently, the answer
to these questions has not only applied, but also sig-
nificant theoretical significance. Without trying to
give exhaustive answers to these questions here, I
will draw attention to the following circumstances.

Firstly, we should probably talk about a kind of
cumulative effect, when the inertia of the language
process accumulated over a long period of time (sev-
eral generations) leads to its sharp, abrupt acceler-
ation. Apparently, this cumulative effect played a
decisive role here. Therefore, secondly, it can be con-
sidered quite certain that the time lag in these pro-
cesses is quite natural. Its specific duration should
vary in each case, and depends, in turn, on specific
conditions. But, if we talk specifically about the Bu-
laesti Ukrainians, then the decisive circumstance
here, apparently, was the fact that by the end of the
1990s - beginning of the 2000s, those generations
that did not study in Russian schools had almost
completely passed away. Accordingly, with their de-
parture, the Bulaestian society lost a very powerful
“anchor” that had previously restrained its Russifi-
cation. Thirdly, it was in the 1990s and beyond that
the volume of television content available to villag-
ers increased sharply (films, cartoons, entertainment
programs). People (especially young children) began
to spend much more time in front of the television.
And all this content was in Russian. Later, around
2010, the “T'V factor” was organically supplemented
(and is still increasing) by the Internet factor. Where,
again, the overwhelming majority (if not all) of the
content (already truly limitless) consumed by Bu-
laestian Ukrainians is presented in Russian.

Fourthly, it was in the 1990s, due to the impos-
sibility of earning a living in the village and in the
country in general, that the residents of Bulaesti (as
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well as other villages in the Republic of Moldova)
were forced to resort in masse to labor migration and
look for work in the outside world. The main “prom-
ised country” in this era and up until the 2010s was
precisely Russia, where people went to work for six
months or even a year. As a result, many settled in
Russia, received citizenship, and the further they go,
the less often they come home.

Perhaps, in addition to the above factors, oth-
er factors played a significant role. But, be that as it
may, we state once again: already by the beginning of
the 90s of the last centuries, all Bulaestian Ukraini-
ans were bilingual, and during the 90s, Russification
even increased: in some families, even parents with
children spoke Russian.

Nevertheless, during the 2000s (and especially
after 2010), the role of the Romanian language also
increased. And at present, in Bulaesti, those who are
younger than 40, and especially 30 years old, as a
rule, can either communicate in Romanian at least
at the most primitive level, or, in extreme cases, un-
derstand Romanian speech. That is, to one degree or
another, trilingual (Romanchuk 2024).

The main factors in the growth of knowledge of
Romanian were work in a Romanian-speaking en-
vironment (again), including in Romania (as well as
in Europe; in order to work in Europe, many try to
obtain Romanian citizenship). And, paradoxically,
even in Russia: some respondents indicated that they
learned Romanian while working on construction
sites in St. Petersburg and Moscow, since their work-
mates were mostly Moldovans.

It is also worth noting the increase in the num-
ber of interethnic marriages.

And, according to the estimates of young re-
spondents (including school-age), a significant role
was also played by the noticeable improvement in
teaching Romanian in rural schools (in recent years).
Finally, obviously, an extremely significant factor was
the pressure from the state and the Romanian-speak-
ing environment as a whole. That is, the unwilling-
ness of some part of the Romanian-speaking popu-
lation and especially government officials to speak
Russian.

This factor is noted by all respondents in Bulaes-
ti and is assessed, I note, very negatively. To the point
that to the question: “What prevents better knowl-
edge and use of the Romanian language?” all respon-
dents, in one way or another, named as the most im-
portant reason the fact that they often encountered
a demonstrative reluctance to speak Russian with
them (primarily on the part of officials).

The fact that the Bulaestian Ukrainians have sig-
nificantly improved their knowledge of the Roma-

nian language today, greatly increasing their ability
to socially and economically adapt in the country,
should certainly be assessed as a very positive phe-
nomenon (even despite the above-mentioned costs
due to the use of coercion of Russian-speakers by the
state (especially) to master the Romanian language).

But it should also be noted (and this is a very
important fact) that despite the noted increase in
knowledge of the Romanian language among the
Bulaestian Ukrainians, in general, however, their in-
volvement in Romanian culture has practically not
increased. Nobody in the village watches movies or
TV channels, reads books or media in Romanian.

To what extent Bulaesti reflects the Rus-
sian-speaking population of the Republic of Mol-
dova as a whole requires special research. However,
I must note that the study I conducted in Comrat
from December 13-22, 2024, although still small in
terms of sample size, demonstrated a similar trend.
The vast majority (almost 100% of respondents) of
the surveyed students of Comrat University (that is,
mainly young people under 23) do not watch films
and programs in Romanian, nor do they use it in
communication on social networks.

Thus, this question (and even more so, the an-
swer to it) is obviously extremely important.

Because, if this is true, it turns out that the Rus-
sian-speaking and Romanian-speaking populations
of the Republic of Moldova, formally communicating
quite closely, are increasingly diverging into “parallel
worlds” at a deeper level. This is aggravated by the
fact that an increasing part of the Romanian-speak-
ing youth of the country knows Russian poorly or
does not know it at all.

In this regard, I would like to dwell here on a
curious fact (going beyond the Bulaesti topic itself),
which was reported by one of the respondents, Kari-
na Z., a native of the village and now also living in Bu-
laesti, but in the recent past a student at the financial
college in Chisinau (she graduated about ten years
ago). According to her, from her Russian-speaking
group (30 girls) at the college not a single girl mar-
ried a Romanian-speaking guy.

This example is, of course, statistically insignif-
icant, and insufficient for broad generalizations. But
it is also certainly extremely curious. To adequately
assess it, we should give a short excursion into the
history of the situation with interethnic marriages in
Moldova.

Thus, “according to the censuses of 1959, 1970
and 1979, Moldova occupied one of the first plac-
es in the USSR in terms of the share of nationally
mixed families, second in this respect only to Lat-
via, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. From census to census
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this figure increased: from 13.5% in 1959 to 21.0%
in 1979” (Ocranenko et al. 2012: 127). Moreover,
“the cities of Moldova surpassed the cities of all oth-
er republics in this indicator: the share of national-
ly mixed families in the urban population increased
from 26.9% to 36.0% over the period 1959-1979, i.e.
every third family in the cities of Moldova was na-
tionally mixed” (Ocramnenko et al. 2012: 127).

However, “by the beginning of the 21st centu-
ry, the ethnic picture of marriages in Moldova had
changed very significantly. The titular ethnic group
of the republic, as well as the Gagauz, clearly showed
a tendency towards an increase in the share of mo-
no-ethnic marriages, while Russians and other na-
tionalities of Moldova showed a significant increase
in the share of inter-ethnic marriages” (Octanenko
etal. 2012: 133). And, “In the republic as a whole, the
share of mixed-ethnic marriages among all marriages
concluded during the year has consistently decreased:
from 32% in 1970 to 22% in 2003” (Ocranenko et al.
2012: 129).

Taking into account the data of these same re-
searchers cited at the beginning of the article that
Russians in the Republic of Moldova marry predom-
inantly with representatives of other ethnic minori-
ties, the picture is truly remarkable. True, at the same
time, the cited researchers also provide information
that somewhat contradicts their conclusion voiced
above: “The share of marriages with representatives
of the titular nationality has increased for all nation-
al groups in Moldova, except for the Gagauz. Thus,
among Russians, the share of marriages concluded
with Moldovans has increased almost twofold: from
21% for women and 25% for men in 1970 to 42-43%
in 2003” (Ocramnenko et al. 2012: 133-134).

Here, however, an important question that ur-
gently requires clarification is whether we are talking
about Romanian-speaking Moldovans or Rus-
sian-speaking ones? And, no less importantly: what
language is ultimately spoken in these emerging fam-
ilies, Russian or Romanian?

The fact is that Russian-speaking Moldovans are
a fairly noticeable group in the country’s population.
Based on the Bulaesti data, I can say that the major-
ity of children living in Chisinau, born as a result of
marriages between Bulaestian Ukrainians and Mol-
dovans, are either Russian-speaking Moldovans or
Russian-speaking Ukrainians. That is, according to
their passports they are Moldovans or Ukrainians
(and this is how they designate themselves in census-
es), and they may even speak Romanian (often desig-
nating it as Moldovan). But the language of commu-
nication both in the families of their parents and in
their own families is Russian.

I would like also to note here that, based on the
results of my research in Comrat from December 13-
22, 2024, which I have already mentioned, a small
group of respondents identified themselves as Mol-
dovans (and some of them even have both Moldovan
parents), but the language of communication in their
families is Russian (or one of the languages of com-
munication). They speak Romanian (though most
of them identified it as Moldavian language), but, in
fact, they are also Russian-speaking Moldovans. The
sample of the research in this regard is, of course,
very small so far, but the results already obtained are
very interesting and require further clarification.

Thus, accordingly, it cannot be ruled out that
the above data of the researchers on the growth of
marriages between Russians and Moldovans actual-
ly reflects the growth of marriages within the Rus-
sian-speaking segment of Moldovan society. Actual-
ly, such an assumption is in better agreement with
their conclusion, cited above, that “the titular ethnic
group of the republic, as well as the Gagauz, clear-
ly showed a tendency to increase the share of mo-
no-ethnic marriages” (Ocranenko et al. 2012: 133).

However, for now this should be left at the level
of assumption, bearing in mind the need for further
clarification and clarification of this issue.

For now, and to sum up: it seems that the results
of the study of Bulaestian Ukrainians, as part of the
Russian-speaking segment of Moldovan society, pre-
sented in the article, are quite interesting. And they
allow us to outline a number of important questions
that are significant for Moldovan society as a whole,
and specifically from the point of view of preserving
the lingua comuna by Moldovan society. I hope that
the continuation of this study and the further expan-
sion of its source base will allow us to obtain answers
to the questions posed here.

Note
* The article was prepared within the framework
of the state research program Subprogramul de cerce-
tare (2024-2027): 170101 Cercetarea si valorificarea patri-
moniului cultural construit, etnografic, arheologic si artistic
din Republica Moldova in contextul integrdirii europene.
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